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I . IN~RODUCTION 

European expl orers probably f irst v i sited San Francisco Bay sometime 

shortly after 1750, but it was nearly a hundred years l ater before a great 

surge of maritime activity took place . The discovery of gold touched off 

the explosive migration to California and , as h:l.storian J ohn Haskell Kemble 

wrote, "'l'he character of San Franc isco Bay changed almost overnight from 

that of a great, lone l y inland sea to a bustling port . From 1849 onwards, 

ships by the hundreds came through the Go l den Gate . 11Y Although, as Kemble 

also notes, many of those ships were abandoned as their crews even took 

off for the gold strike areas, many others remained in service and the 

character of San Francisco Bay as a port of call was set for all time . 

Intensive maritime activity was, however, new to t he Bay and was 

not an ·established vital element of commlmity life as in older seaport 

com."Tluni ti es such as those on the east coast of the Ur.i ted States . So 

even though there was rapid growth in shipping, fishing , and other water -

borne act i vities, most of the cities and towns that deve loped around the 

Bay were oriented to upland areas and not tow~rd sustained invo'lvement 

with the Bay and the sea . And , as more effi c i ent land transportation 

methods developed and pollution destroyed much of the commercial fishing , 

t his turning away from the Bay became even more pronounced . New com .. 'Uuni -

ties did not deve lop the close r e l ationship with ships and maritime commerce 

t hat had been part of the vital earlier days of transportation, recreation, 

and trade on the Bay . Indeed , the BCDC experi ence has shown that only 

)] J ohn Haskell Kemb l e , San Francisco Eay : A Pictorial Maritime Hi story 
(Cambridge, Maryland: Corne ll Maritime Press , 195 7), p. 31. 



·' during the l ast decade or so has t here been real public understanding 

of the values of the Bay as a water resourc e affecting the lives of 

r esidents and visitors in the region . 

Al ong Yi th this growing interest in the :Bay itself, there has been, 

for many reasons , a generally increasing desire to retain some of the 

unique historical features that remain . Historical preservation as a 

matter of pub l ic concern is evicl.cnt in the many efforts made in recent 

years to save "Victorian" and other historic structures throughout the 

region . Legislation to aid in identification and preservation of historic 

site s and buildings bas been adopted by national, state, and local govern-

ments . Pl ans to implement such preservation efforts have been prepared by 

many agencies, including the National Park Service and the State Department 

of Parks and Recreation . 

This increas i ng public understanding and awareness of tbe Bay as a 

r esource for all bas been accompanied by a growing interest in the maritime 

history of the re gion and the historic ships_s/ that were a part of it . In 

particular, since 1969, there have been several informal proposals to the 

Commissj_on and the BCDC staff to moor old ships, or rep1·· cas of old ships , 

usua lly ·with some historical relationship to the Bay , at var-· ous locations . 

I n some cases, the ships were merely to be put on display, while in others 

the interior was to be used for commerc i al r ecreatjon (e . g ., restaurants or 

hotels ) or some other purpose . 

Y The word 11 ship" i s used throu.r;hout tbis r eport with the intent to inc lude 
the word "boat" without ro::~e;ard to conventional or t echnical distincti ons 
betwee n the two t errris . 
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Under the McAteer-Petris J\ct, "structures .. . moored for extended 

periods, 11 'such as old ships on displuy, are "fill 11 and require BCDC 

permits . In general, mooring such snips, or replicas , on privately-· 

owned l and in the Bay and us i ng them for Bay-oriented comm.e rcial recrea ­

tion is consistent with the McAteer -Petris Act c..nd the Bay Plan . However , 

the situation is more complex if such ships are to be moored on publicly­

owned land, such as along the Oakl and and Son Francisco waterfronts, which 

has been the case with most of the proposa l s so far . This is because the 

Bay Plan allows fill on most privately- owned l and in the B8y only for Bay­

oriented com..."lle rcial recreation and Bay-oriented public assembly . At the 

same time , to maximize the value of these limited uses to private owners , 

the Plan precludes , for the most part, . fil l for such purposes on pu~blicl:y~­

owned l and . Specificall y , under the Plan , filling for Bay-orient ed 

commercial recreatj ori and Bay-oriented public assembly ~anno·~ be per­

mitted on public.l;x:- owned land except under hmi ted circ trnstances , which 

i nclude the remova. l of deteriorated piers and the preparation of a spec i al 

area plan. 

Neverthe l ess , the argument has been made. that the preservation, 

r estorati on, and r epl ication of ships of historic interest to the Bay 

Area should be encouraged and that the Con~nission could do so by allowing 

such ships on publicly-owned land free of the limitations on cormnercial 

recreat iona l use that would otherwise appl y unde r the Bay Plan . It i s 

·the purpose of this report to consider the subject of hi storic s hips in 

general ( including r eplicas of hi storic ships ), and to discuss the poss i b l e 

moor i ng and use of them in r e lation to the r egulatory r esponsibilities of 

BCDC under the McAteer - Petr i s Act and the San Francisco Bay Plan pol ici es . 
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II. HIS1rmnc SHIPS : WHAT ARE TBEY 

"History ," in the broadest sense , is merely the accounting of past 

event s, but in gene ra l, is limited t o those events that have some s igni ­

ficance . Thus , two factors, time (or age ) and significance, usual l y bear 

on the historical appraisal of events; and the persons, sites, structures , 

or artifacts associated with them. Both factors will be considered i n 

this report i n relation to historic ships . 

Time (Or Age ) 

Different people use the age of sites , structures , or artifacts in 

different ways to make judgments of worth or value . The dealer in old 

furniture or art ob j ects may dec ide _what is "antique " by setting a criterion 

rela.ting t o the dab~ of fabricati on or construction, while the dea l e r in r are 

books would limit his se l ect ion to works printed before some certa in date . 

United States Customs autliorities have classified objects more than one 

hundred years old as antiques , while the President , for purposes of the 

Nationa l Historic Preservabon Act of 1966 , in Executive Orde.r 11593, has 

determine d that structur es or other features l ess than fifty years cld are 

n·ot e ligible, except under spec ified condit i ons, for placement in the 

Nationa l Register of Historjc Places . 

With regard to the eva luat ion of historic ships locally, that is, 

specifically in relation to San Francisco Bay , it woul d be necessary to 

bear in mind that few , if any, ships built before 1875 will be ·round in 

r e storable condition . On the othe r hand, :i..f fifty years is taken as a 

measure , there ar e some notable examples . In San Franc isco Bay, for instance , 

over fifty years ago the ferr)~boat "Eureka '' (then "Ukiah" ) was a lready 
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thirty-two years · old and was being rebujjt at t he Southern Pacific Shipyard 

in Oakl and . The ''Eureka, " now berthed in the San Francisco Maritime State 

Hi storic Park, is a l so entered in the · Nat·· onal Hegister of Histor i c' Places , 

as are two other ships in the Park, the steam schooner "Wapama" and the 

l umber schooner "C. A . Thayer . 11 The latter has also been designated a 

National Historic Landmark by the Secretary of the Interior. All of these 

ships are well over fi fty years old, as are the scow schooner "Alma, 11 also 

in the Park, and the f amous "Ba l clutha" owned b the San Francisco Mari­

time Museum. Furthermore, a check of severa l other significant historica l 

maritime collect i ons , including Mystic Seaport (Connecticut), Philadelphia 

Maritime Museum, Bernice P . Bishop Museum (Honolulu), and South Stree t 

Seaport Mu.seu.'!l (New York), indicates that most, if not all, of t he ships 

in the collections are more than fifty years ol d and many, in fact , date 

f rom before 1900 . 

Significance 

The s econd factor that needs to be considered in evaluating hi st or i c 

objec t s i s t he ir significance , which is defined in the Californi a History 

Plan prepared by the State Department of Parks and Recreation as " a t erm 

used to describe t he magni tu.de and range of· an event and its e ff ect in 

connection with a specific "place , di strict , structure , or even an obj ect ." 

The Federal criteria, published in the Federal Regis t er , February , 1975, 

states "The qu.ali ty of significance in American history , architecture , 

archeology , and culture is present in districts , sites , buildings , struc ­

tures , and obj ects of State and local importance that posses s integrity 

of location, design, setting., materi a l s, workmanship, fe e ling , and 

assoc iation . ... 11 Further spec ificat i ons are contained in the Federa l 
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criteria but the overall effect of them is similar to the more genera l 

description quoted previously from the California History Plan . Space 

here does· not permit relating these criteria to the ships mentioned in 

this report , but it can be stated safely that their characteristics and 

particular association with the Bay and its maritime history give them 

sufficient "significance " to qua lify as histor i c ships by any definit i on . 

A Tentative Definition 

What , then, are "historic ships"? First of all , they are ships , 

which is to say that they moved in the water under their own power 

generated by wind on sai l s or by on-board engines ; thei are not barges 

or other vess-e l s or structures that coul d only be moved by being drawn 

or pushed . Second, historic ships have, or should have , the f ee ling and 

appearance, one might say the patina , of history- -a qua },:L ty that grows 

authentically only with the passage of time . Whi l e a c-ertain fixed 

nun1ber of years is not ahlays the best determinant , it has been noted 

that all of the ships in most of the more respected historic collections 

date from the early 1900 ' s or before, and certainly fifty years appears to 

be a reasonable measure that would add to historical va lidity, And , 

finally, to relate this subject more specifically to San Francisco Bay , 

appropr:Late l y historic ships should have direct association with the Bay 

or the hj_story of the Bay Area :Ln some meaningful way . 

Restorat ion and Replication 

Two additional matters need to be touched upon before leaving this 

subject : r estoration and replication . Any ship of the age of those 

discussed in this r eport would almost certainly require restorat ive 
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measures, somet i mes including fabrication of some 'elements from "new" 

mat eri als; to make it safe and 11 seaworthy11 (or at l east able to float ) and 

to bring it to a state mor e like its ·original. Clearly r estorat i on , even 

substantial r e storation, should be permitted and indeed encouraged . While 

at some point r estoration could bec ome replication , the Cor11.>niss:Lon , through 

r eview of individual permits , ·sho.uld be able to control potential prob l ems . 

The matter of r eplicas is so:newhat different , involving t he building 

of a complete l y new object to resemble as clos e ly as possible the original 

it is designed to replicate . Ski l lful l y and sensitive l y made r eplicas can 

be inter esting and wort hwhile substitutes for or i gina l s , particularly when 

the .original objects no l onger exist . On t he other hand , t he r e is the 

undeniable fact that r epli cas can be r eproduced as long as ther e are the 

abi l i ty and resources to maufacture them . Consequently they are not 

really ·nhistoric r: ships as that t erm has been t entative ly defined in 

this r eport . 

Furt hermore , to treat replicas the same as historic ships under the 

McAteer ·~Petri s Act and the Bay P l an coul d l ead to unnecessary , and possibly 

unde sirable , Bay fil l. The small number of genuine historic ships means 

that ther e is onl y a small amount of Bay fill potentially involved , while 

there would be no such limit with replic as . It would also be very difficul t , 

thoug h not impossible , for the Commiss ion to control the authenticity and 

qua lity of replicas . And , finally, because r ep licas appear to be able t o 

generate private investment for profit , it seems r easonable to treat them 

like other similar uses on Bay fill under the McAteer -Petris Act. and the 

Bay Plan , i . e ., as fill for Bay-oriented commerc ial r ecreation . 
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III . FO:STORIC SI-O:PS AND THE BCDC 

Neithe r the McAtee r -Petris Act nor the San Francisco Bay Plan cont ain 

specific references to historic ships . The secti on of the Act that appears 

to app l y is 66632 ( a ) which s tates 11 
••• structures flocrc ing at some or all 

times and moored for extended peri ods ... " are c l assified as "fil l" and 

the r efore are subject to the j)ermit process . The uses for which fi ll 

may be pe rmitted are se t forth i n the law and the Bay Plan policies , and, 

since historic ships are not mentione d in eithe r , the question that fo llows 

is whether they co.n be p~rm:i.tted under any circu..."llstances in any area of 

BCDC ' s jurisdiction . Ther e are seve ra l pa1°ts to an attempted answer t o 

the question . 

Recreational and Educational Purpose s 

To dispose of the most obvi ous case fi r st , there appear to be no 

particular problems ~,1i th re;~pec ~ to the placing of s hips, hi storic or 

othP.rwise; for non- commerc i al recreational and educ ationa l pu:cposes i n 

l ocations such as the San Francisco Maritime State Historic Park or othe r 

public wate r - oriented recreation ar eas . Ne ither do there appear to be 

pnrticular problems if prjvately-owned "historic " ships, as defined earlier, 

are used for r ecreationa l and educational purposes that ar e water-oriented 

and gcnera lly accessible to the public . The existing policies and permit 

procedures, including provisions for loca l reports , reviews by ot her 

regul atory agencies, ahd revie1·1s and r ecommendations of BCDC advisory 

boards, provide adequat e and reasonab l e methods of considering these 

kinds of his toric ship cases . 
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I t appears to be reasonable in some of these cases to expect that 

admission charges would be made to he lp offset the costs of making thE! 

ships available to the public. It a1·so appears to be r easonable to 

permit some limited commercial us es on these ships if these uses are 

clearly minor and ancillary to t he prime publi c r ecreati onal and educa­

tional concerns and they do not conf lict with the historic character of 

the ship . A comparison might b e made with the sma l l souvenir sales areas 

or bookstores operated in public arts and sciences museuins . In all· cases , 

admission fees charged shoul d be r e asonab l e and scaled to the needs fo r 

adequately maintaining the vesse l and the limited commercial uses should 

not .be of size or character that would detract from the primary attraction , 

the ship itself . 

Com.~e rcial Rec reational Purposes 

The second part of the answer to the question whether these ships can 

and should be permitted relates to historic ships that woul d be used , for 

·whatever reasons , to house Bay- oriented com.~ercia l r ecreational use s not 

necessarily related to the ship itself or to the maritime activities and 

hi stor y of the Bay . Restaurants and specia l ty shops are the most frequently 

mentioned use s , but others such as theaters and " special attractions " (e .g . , 

"wax museum") and hote l s have been sugge sted. A.reasonable approach to a 

r esol ution of this matter appears to be pos s ible if the followi ng consi d­

erations are taken i nto account : ( l ) the magnitude of the foreseeable 

problems , r elating to the nu.~ber of cases and the dimensions of the 

11 floating fill" that would be involved ; (2 ) the eff ects that mooring 

such ships would have on the Bay ; (3) the public benefits , if any , that 

could be foreseen ; and (11) whether , in the l i ght of t he foregoing , it i s 
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possib le and desirab l e f or the Commission to treat these facilities the 

same way on both publicly and privately- owned land in the Bay . These 

matters are discussed in order in the following paragraphs . 

1. Magnitude of Foreseeable Problems 

The question of how many cases might be anticipated and how much 

total "fill" they might involve relates back to what "hi storic ships " are 

determined to be and to their physical dimensions . If criteria such as 

those discusse d in Part II of this report were adopted, it i s unlike ly 

that great numbers of cases would be presented. Time and the e l ements 

are hard on old ships an6 of those that were in use on the Bay more than, 

for example , fifty years ago , not very many wi ll be found in restorable 

condition . Ships from those days were generall y not huge : the tota l of 

the "floating filJ_" of al l of the s hips in the San Francisco Maritime 

State Historic Park plus the nearby "Balc lutha" i s estimated to be well 

under one acre . Although large r ships have been and are being built (the 

"Q,ueen Mary11 berthe?- at Long Beach is about two acres ), their very size 

and the requirements for berthing them take them out of the context here 

being considered . In addition to these factors , the high costs of acquir­

ing , restoring , outfitting , and maintaining old ships further reduces the 

probable numbers that might be expected to be presented for permit process­

ing . Significant costs could a l so be added to proposed proj ec ts for facili ­

tj_es required to comp l y with safety standards . Such requirements, relating 

to fire, earthquakes, tsunami and other hazardous sea conditions , and to 

provision of safe and convenient emergency access and exit s , may r esult 

from regional and loca l jurisdict.ion reviews and permit procedures and 

from BCDC advisory board recommendations . 
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2 . Effects on the Bay 

The e'ffects that the moor ing of historic ships , for whatever 

purposes, would have on the Bay have ·been partially dealt with in the 

preceeding paragraph . Additionally , hmvever , the question of how 11 flo2t­

i ng fill ," but more particularly, floating ships, affect the Bay should be 

considered. The q_uestion has com'.2 up in other circumstances from time to 

time and has been referred to the Commission 1 s consultants . In July , 1970, 

the late Dr. James Heath, San Jose State University, reported on the effect 

of floating structures (in that case , houseboats ) and pile-supported struc ­

t ures, and in October, 1970, Dr . Ray B. Krone , University of California, 

Davis, submitted comments on the same subjects to the BCDC through consul­

tant Richard Karn . In April, 1975, Dr .. H. Thomas Harvey , San Jose State, 

was asked to revj_ew the paper that had bee n prepared earlier by Dr . Heath 

and reported that he saw nothing that he would r ecommend changing in Heath 1 s 

comm.ents r e la ting to houseboats . The two matters that chiefly concerned 

both writers about floating structures were the cutting off of light and 

the possible accumulation of wastes from the structures . The concern with 

the loss of l ight was critical in relation to.houseboats because of the 

possible close spacing of many structures and because in shallow areas 

many of them do not float at al l tj_mes . Waste from houseboats has been 

a continuing concern, but does not appear to be a critical factor in 

relation to historic ships because they usually would not be used for 

residences and because , through the permit process , conditions requir-

ing approved waste disposal methods should be applied . 

3 . Public Benefits 

Discussion of the public benefit s that might be derived from allowing 

the location of bh;toric shj.ps on the Bay probably relates most specificn lly 
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t o three areas : · public access, shoreline appearance, and alternative 

uses of the shore line area. In orde r to provide adequate public benefit s 

in these three areas that would justify their being permitted , the . ships, 

even if used for co1renercial purposes, would pi0 esumably have to have pro­

visions for r easonab le free public access either to significant portions 

of the ships themselves or, when that is not f easible , to ad jacent shore­

l ine areas where the appearance and characteristics of the ships can be 

viewed . The ships should also contribute unique and jnteresting qualities 

of appearance i n suitable l ocations which will not require shoreline areas 

for automobile parking. There do not appear to be practical difficulties 

with these requirements that could not be solved . Since each case will 

be different because of the nature of the ship involved , the uses to 

which it will be put and the location of the proposed mooring , the methods 

and degree of public access, and the appropriateness of location w9uld have 

to be handled, as it no1v is in other permit matters, on a case-by- case basis. 

The critical rev i ew and r ec ommendations of the Design Review Board would 

undoubtedly be extremely helpful in these matters. 

4. Historic Ships Should be Permitted 

On the basis of the matters discussed thus far, there appear to be 

reasonable argwnents that hj_storic ships should be a:ppropriately permitted, 

even with com.'llcrcial uses hon.;-;ed :i.n them on both publicly and pr:Lvately-

owned l and in the Bay , if (u) reasonable and _useful public access is 

provided , (b ) the appearance and l ocation of the ships will add interest 

and improved maritime character to those areas of the Bay they will occupy, 

and ( c ) alternative uses for the Bay and shoreline are of le ss public benefit . 

'i'he follmd ng key points seern to support the arc;wncnts in the:i.r favor : 
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a . Historic ships, if defined by appropriate cr iteria, 

will be necessarily limited in numbers and size ; 

b. Historic ships, appropri·ately defined , would offer 

unique qua l ities of appear ance and historico.l 

significance to areas aroun.d the Bay that could 

not be provided by other means ; 

c . Ne•·1 interesting public access opportw1i ties could 

be provided on historic ships; 

d . Given adequate spacing between ships and assurances 

that they would float at all times and provided that 

s t r ict adherence to water quality requirements is 

assured , historic ships in limited nwnber s would 

not appear to pose serious adverse i mpacts on the 

Bay ; 

e . Existing BCDC perm:i.t procedures and the requirement s 

of the McAteer-Petri s Act assure that nee ssary condi­

tions to protect the safety of the public can. be applied 

in permit matters involvine; the proposed mooring and use 

of historic ships ; and 

f . Adj acent shoreline areas could be attractive parks or 

access, not devoted to parking . 
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... 

IV . CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMMENUATIONS 

Conclusions 

l ·. On the basis of the materia l and discussions in this report, 

historic ships , defined by appropriate criteria and condi ­

tioned under the provi s ions of t he McAteer -Petris Act, should 

be consider ed appr optiate additions to San Franci sco Bay . 

2 . Through existing permi t procedures and r evi ew r equirement s , 

adequate and reasonable conditions can be applied to assure 

safe , attractive , and usab l e public ac cess both on the adja ­

cent shoreline and on historic ::;hips to be moored in the Bay . 

3 . Historic shi ps , properly defined , are unique because of their 

age and Ri gnificance and therefore are different from other 

floating structures suc h as barge s, f loats , and replic~s of 

ships , al l of whic h should be considered under t he l aw and 

the Bay Plan in r e lation to t he uses for which they are 

proposed. 

·Rec o!'lm1endations 

1 . The staff r e commends that proposed additions or revisions to 

the Cornmission 1 s r egulat i ons be prepare d to accomplish the 

fo llowing : 

a . To add a new regulation to .A.rticle 2, trDefinitions ,t1 whi ch 

would define historic ships t o be moor ed in San Franci sco 

Bay as ( 1) sh:i,p8, ab l e to float at all states of the tide, 

that were constructed either mor e than fif ty years ago or 

before 1920, and (2 ) s hips that ar e establi shed to have 
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• 

had some specific role, as prototypes· or as participants 

in significant events in the maritime history of the 

Bay. 

b . To add a new sub-section to Article 4, Regulat i on 10443 , 

11 Special Rul es - - Small Fill s for I mproving Shore line 

Appearance , 11 to include historic ships , as defined above , 

as permissible 11 sma ll fil l s 11 for the purposes of t his 

section of the Regulations and the r eferenced section 

of the McAteer - Petr is Act, 66605 (a ). 

c . To add a new sub - section to Article 4, Regulation 10444 , 

11 Special Rules - - Small Fills for I mproved Public Access , 11 

to inc lude historic ships , as defined ·above , as pe r missible 

" small f i lls 11 for the purpose s of thi s section of the Regu­

l ations and the r eferenced section of the McAteer- Petris 

Act , 66605 (a ). 

2 . It i s further rec om.~e nde d that, upon the compl e tion by the BCDC 

staff of the draft r egulations, addit ions , or -revisions de sc ribe d 

in 11 1 11 above , the Com.~i s sion sche dul~ t he r e quired public hearings 

on the matter . 
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